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In a restriction requirement mailed June 21, 2004, having a period for response 
extending through July 21, 2004, the Examiner required restriction under 35 U.S.C. § 121 
between Group I (claims 1-2 and 10-12), Group II (claims 4-6 and 13-15), and Group III (claims 
7-9 and 16-18). Applicants provisionally elect, with traverse , to prosecute Group II, claims 4-6 
and 13-15, characterized by the Examiner as drawn to "detecting a field strength for controlling 
a specific program in an information processing apparatus 

Applicants traverse the Examiner's contention that the above-mentioned groups are 
distinct subcombinations. To show distinctness, the Examiner must show that one of the 
subcombinations has utility other than in the disclosed combination. The Examiner asserts that 
Group I "has separate utility such as [setting] ... a power save state for an information 
processing apparatus" (Office Action, page 2). Applicants disagree. 

Each of independent claims 1, 4, 7, 10, 13, and 16 recites "detecting a field strength." 
Independent claims 1 and 10 recite setting a power save state when the detected field strength 
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lowers to a predetermined level, claims 4 and 13 recite controlling a program based on the 
detected field strength; and claims 7 and 16 recite executing logoff processing when the 
detected field strength lowers to a predetermined level. Accordingly, each of the independent 
claims recite the related feature of "detecting a filed strength" for appropriately controlling 
operating states, including controlling a program. That independent claims 1 and 10 recite 
setting a power save state does not make these claims distinct for purposes of a restriction. 
Instead, Applicants' claims are not distinct, but rather vary in scope within a single invention. As 
such, claims 1-18 should all be examined as part of the same application. 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw 
the restriction of claims 1-18 as set forth in the Office Action dated June 21, 2004, and continue 
the examination of these claims as a single invention. 

Applicants submit that this Election and traversal "specifically points out the . . . errors in 
the examiner's" restriction requirement. See MP.EP. § 818.03(a). Applicants further submit 
that nothing herein shall be construed as an admission that the claims are not patentably 
distinct. 

Please grant any extensions of time required to enter this response and charge any 
additional required fees to our deposit account 06-0916. 
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